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Chapter 4. Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Protection and Restoration Through 
Water Quality Improvement 
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CHPP including: 1) Promote the restoration, enhancement, and protection of habitat and environmental 
quality in a manner consistent with the CHPP and 2) Develop a strategy through the CHPP to review 
current nursery areas and to identify and evaluate potential areas suitable for designation. The CHPP 
staff will work with staff across DMF’s sections, including Fisheries Management, and researchers, to 
determine different strategies to achieve these objectives once the final draft is approved. 

Shellfish mariculture is a growing industry in NC with 278 shellfish leases in 2018 and oyster aquaculture 
landings eclipsing wild harvest landings for the first time in 2017.113 With this growth comes the 
concerns of how shellfish mariculture may impact SAV through use of bottom disturbing gears and by 
mariculture practices. Mariculture practices that may have an adverse impact on SAV include the type of 
farming method used (bottom or off-bottom), extent of shading, density of SAV within and adjacent to 
the shellfish lease area, density of product and equipment within the lease, water depth and 
harvest/retrieval methods.114   

However, shellfish mariculture of bivalves such as oysters may have positive impacts to SAV by providing 
filtration of nitrogen and phosphorus into its shells and tissue and consuming phytoplankton and organic 
matter, thus improving water quality and clarity. Oysters represent a bottom-up approach to improve 
water quality while providing fisheries habitat and an economic benefit. Several studies are underway in 
NC to assess the effects of mariculture on SAV and ecosystem services. As more information becomes 
available, the full impacts of oyster mariculture can be determined.115 

Prior to 2015, DMF, in accordance with federal regulation, did not permit shellfish leases where SAV was 
present. This presented numerous challenges for state managers during the application review process 
in determining if the location of a proposed lease complies with federal regulation of causing no or 
acceptably low impact to SAV. To resolve this challenge, a working group of federal and state resource 
agency staff was created to develop guidance for acceptable amounts of SAV during the survey by water 
depth. Additionally, no bottom disturbing methods can be used to harvest shellfish from leases meeting 
the SAV criteria. These interim conditions were later adopted as Regional Conditions of the 2017 US 
Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit (NWP 48) for Commercial Shellfish Aquaculture Activities in 
NC. The NWP 48 is re-evaluated and renewed in five year cycles. 

Continued improvements in spatial planning and siting shellfish leases, such as the UNC-W NC Shellfish 
Siting Tool116 and the DMF Shellfish Aquaculture Tool117 can help provide a balance between habitat as 
well as social and economic considerations. Striking that balance can help facilitate sustainable 
development of shellfish mariculture and protection of SAV and other structural habitats, such as 
natural oyster rock. It can help reduce user conflicts, and provide information for scientifically based 
management. A recent report to the NC General Assembly provided recommendations for research 
needed to better understand the ecological and environmental effects of shellfish mariculture and 
develop standards to guide regulations and inform best management practices.113  

Other physical disturbances that can impact SAV include navigational dredging, dock and marina siting, 
boat wakes and prop scarring by boats and personal watercraft, and shoreline stabilization. Channel 
dredging impact is the physical loss of SAV within the dredge footprint. Impacts extend beyond the 
dredge footprint from sloughing into the channel and coverage from sediment on nearby SAV. Impacts 
from marina construction to SAV come from pile jetting/driving, shoreline stabilization, excavation, 
installation of docks, wave attenuation, and construction of associated high ground facilities, etc. Lesser 
recognized impacts are indirect and come from associated boating activities. The impacts from 
individual docks are less than those from marinas, yet the number of such dock permits far exceeds 























































































































































Chapter 7. Wastewater Infrastructure Solutions for Water Quality Improvements 
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Figure 7.1. Example of inflow and infiltration (I & I) pathways.2 

Together, these two processes increase the volume and overload the sewage collection system, 
particularly during wet weather, which in turn can cause SSOs to occur.3 Climate change may further 
exacerbate the problems with increased rainfall and higher groundwater levels. Nearly all sanitary sewer 
systems and receiving wastewater facilities in coastal NC are subject to issues and complications 
resulting from I & I due to aging infrastructure, proximity to waterways, severe storms, and high ground 
water levels.   

Sewer collection systems vary in age and construction materials. Older pipes and certain construction 
materials, such as metal and masonry, are more susceptible to deterioration. The degree and magnitude 
of I & I within a sewer collection system can be based on several factors. Along with system age, sewer 
line construction material, and poor construction methods, the following operational challenges can also 
contribute to I & I problems:4   

• Insufficient maintenance of lateral pipes connecting to sewer lines (responsibility typically lies 
with property owner) 

• Insufficient maintenance and clean out of main sewer lines (responsibility of facility owner, such 
as a municipality) 

• Removal of clean-out caps by property owners 
• Damage from road work (can result in increased flows) 
• Disposal of fats, oils, and greases down the drain, causing pipe blockages and subsequent 

overflows   
• Illicit connection of stormwater from roof drains, parking lots, etc., into the collection system  

The severity of I & I is often a factor of groundwater table and weather conditions. Inflow often peaks 
during heavy or prolonged rainfall events. Chronic rainfall may result in an elevated groundwater table 
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New River Nutrient Sensitive Waters Strategy 

The New River was classified NSW in 1991. The strategy to reduce point source nutrients to the upper 
estuary include: TP and TN limits on existing discharges, and monitoring for TN and TP for facilities 
without limits. It was recommended that no new discharges be permitted, and expansions of existing 
facilities only be allowed if there is no increase in loading of oxygen-consuming waste. Ambient water 
quality data through 2018 indicate nutrient enrichment is still a problem in the upper New River Estuary 
resulting in continued excursions of the chlorophyll a standard (Figure 8.13). The DWR White Oak River 
Basin Plan will be completed in 2021 and will include additional water quality assessments and possible 
recommendations to address nutrient contributions to the New River Estuary. The point source 
reduction only strategy has not resulted in sufficient nutrient reductions in the estuary. There is a need 
to understand the overall load reductions achieved from point sources and to initiate nutrient 
reductions from all nonpoint sources in the watershed.  

 

 
Figure. 8.13. Annual mean chlorophyll a concentrations at the New River at Jacksonville US 17 Bridge 
Ambient Monitoring System (AMS) Station (P1200000) with corresponding percent exceedance of the 
40 µg/L chlorophyll a standard and annual mean New River flow (blue line denotes the 10% excursion 
level). 

Nutrient Criteria Development Plan 

The DWR is currently revisiting nutrient-related water quality criteria statewide in accordance with the 
Nutrient Criteria Development Plan (NCDP).13 The plan was adopted in 2014 and last revised in 2019. 
The goal is to develop scientifically defensible criteria based on the linkage between nutrient inputs and 
the protection of designated uses. The first priority is to evaluate nutrient criteria for one specific water 
body within each of the three water body types. The development of these site-specific criteria will 
occur for the following water bodies in this order: 1) Reservoir/Lake - High Rock Lake, 2) Estuary – 
Chowan River/Albemarle Sound, and 3) River/Stream - Middle Cape Fear River. 

Evaluation of nutrient-related criteria for the Chowan River and Albemarle Sound is currently underway. 
An initial evaluation process and identification of research needs were coordinated by the Albemarle-
Pamlico National Estuary Partnership (APNEP) with a phase I report documenting those interim findings 
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serve to set the example for such practices.  Through its guidelines, the CRC could encourage 
informative, educational signage about any nature-based practices used at these access 
facilities. 

(c) Encourage the N.C. Parks and Recreational Trust Fund to adopt guidelines to ensure that 
recreational and park facilities it helps finance include nature-based SCMs and sanitary 
bathroom facilities to the maximum extent practicable, and that these facilities serve to set the 
example for such practices. Through its guidelines, the Trust Fund should encourage 
informative, educational signage about any nature-based practices used at these access 
facilities. 

(d) Commend and request that the N.C. Wildlife Resources Commission continue and expand its 
policy of using nature-based SCMs to the maximum extent practicable at its boating access 
facilities and educate the public about the use of such practices with informative, educational 
signage at its access facilities. 

7. Recent state monitoring by the Albemarle-Pamlico National Estuary Partnership indicates that SAV 
in Bogue Sound is declining. This workgroup recommends the CRC, EMC and MFC: 
(a) Work with Carteret County, Pine Knoll Shores, and other local governments, as well as private 

and public partners, to develop and implement a voluntary program designed to protect and 
restore SAV in Bogue Sound. The program should promote the use of existing and new sources 
of technical assistance and financial incentives by public and private property owners to 
encourage them to install living shorelines and nature-based stormwater strategies to reduce 
sedimentation caused by shoreline erosion, as well as polluted runoff.  

(b) Encourage scientific monitoring and analysis of this focused SAV restoration program’s 
performance to determine lessons learned so it can be a model for other estuaries where 
intensifying land use patterns and boating may cause SAV declines. 

8. DOT and municipal transportation agencies operate the largest stormwater drainage systems in N.C. 
This workgroup recommends the CRC, EMC and MFC: 
(a) Encourage DOT and municipal transportation agencies to use nature-based stormwater 

strategies in their transportation infrastructure when they are practical, technically feasible, and 
cost-effective. 

(b) Evaluate their own permitting and authorization processes and rules to ensure they are not 
creating unnecessary regulatory roadblocks that discourage the use of nature-based strategies 
(stormwater and living shorelines) in transportation infrastructure. 

(c) Ask DOT and Commission staff to evaluate and brief the commissions on laws and regulations 
relevant to their stormwater management programs. This will help identify regulatory hurdles 
that may discourage the use of nature-based strategies to control stormwater and bank erosion 
and sedimentation in transportation infrastructure.  Work with DOT to seek to remove or 
reduce hurdles without compromising legally mandated environmental or other goals. 

(d) Ask DOT to report annually to the EMC, CRC, and MFC on its nature-based stormwater initiatives 
and adoption progress. 

9. This workgroup recommends the CRC, EMC and MFC: 
(a) Provide encouragement and policy assistance to private non-profits (conservation and trade 

organizations) and mitigation companies to establish a voluntary program through partnerships, 
funded by entities interested in improving fisheries productivity, water quality, and coastal 
resiliency, that financially support use of best management practices and other activities that: 
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i. Reduce and remove nutrients from estuaries that experience, or are subject to experiencing, 
excessive growth of microscopic or macroscopic vegetation that are harmful to fishery 
habitats; 

ii. Reduce other pollutants in estuaries that are harmful to fishery habitats; and 
iii. Make the coastal economy and its residents more resilient to extreme weather. Establish 

this program as a public/private partnership that will attract financial support from private 
and public funders interested in maintaining productive fisheries, water quality, and coastal 
resiliency. 

(b) Encourage the DEQ Secretary to identify and charge one of the Department’s divisions with the 
responsibility of organizing a work group of public and private stakeholders to analyze the need 
to expand state-funded cost-share assistance for enhanced protection and restoration of coastal 
fishery habitats. Based on the findings of the Secretary’s work group, draft and pass a joint 
resolution that requests the N.C. General Assembly increase state funds for state-funded cost-
share programs that protect and restore water quality and coastal fishery habitats. 

(c) Include the protection of coastal fishery habitats as a priority in the Conservation Plan for North 
Carolina adopted by the US Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(USDA NRCS). Each year NRCS seeks help from its state and local agency partners, as well as 
private stakeholders, to identify target areas and priorities where it should focus its 
conservation funding. Coastal fishery habitats are not currently included in NRCS’s Conservation 
Plan as a specific funding priority. This workgroup recommends the CRC, EMC and MFC: 
i. Designate a member of each Commission to serve on the NRCS State Technical Committee 

to help facilitate the use of NRCS’s resources to implement the CHPP. These designees 
would: (1) meet with NRCS state staff and leadership to explore and identify opportunities 
to help focus NRCS conservation practices and funds on helping to protect and restore 
coastal fish habitats, and (2) report routinely to their Commissions on how NRCS programs 
are being focused, aligned, and successfully used to protect and restore fishery habitats. 

ii. Based upon these discussions, draft and enact resolutions that are sent to the Technical 
Committee and the NRCS State Conservationist requesting NRCS’s help to protect and 
restore fishery habitats as a priority conservation need in North Carolina.  Each joint 
resolution should include a request that NRCS develop specific programs, funding 
mechanisms, and technical assistance to engage directly in protecting and restoring marine 
fisheries habitats that are the focus of the CHPP. 

iii. Ask NRCS to substantially increase its financial and technical support for protecting and 
restoring coastal fishery habitats and provide annual progress report presentations to each 
Commission. 

iv. Seek ways to help publicize and encourage participation by oyster farmers in the NRCS cost-
share program that is currently available. This is a new funding program that should be 
promoted in the CHPP, and the MFC and other partners should work with NRCS to grow this 
program substantially over the next five years. 

v. Encourage NRCS to work with public and private partners to form a Regional Conservation 
Partnership to promote coordination between NRCS, state agencies, NGOs, and private 
landowners and businesses to deliver conservation assistance and program contracts or 
easement agreements that advance the protection and restoration of marine fishery 
habitats. 

(d) Support through resolutions and letters of support efforts by the U.S. Department of Defense 
and its private conservation partners to obtain federal funds for land acquisitions and 



Appendix A. North Carolina Coastal Federation and the Pew Charitable Trusts 
Stakeholder Workgroup Report 
 

 

  253 
 

conservation easements that enable projects to prevent incompatible land uses that conflict 
with military training operations, and which can help to protect and restore water quality and 
coastal fishery habitat. 

(e) Endorse resiliency projects undertaken by the DOD that use nature-based stormwater practices 
and living shorelines to make military installations and operations in neighboring communities 
more resilient to extreme weather while at the same time improving water quality and reducing 
the volume and rates of runoff to the estuary. 

(f) Request adequate reoccurring appropriations for Community Conservation Assistance Program 
(CCAP) for water quality practices that control and reduce nutrient, sediment, pathogen, and 
other pollutant loadings to coastal estuaries. 

10. This workgroup recommends the CRC, EMC and MFC: 
(a) Ask the N.C. Attorney General for an opinion if coastal fishery habitats fall within the meaning of 

“existing use” under the Federal Clean Water Act. 
(b) Support through Commission resolutions increased funding for robust water quality and habitat 

monitoring programs. These programs should include those already conducted by state agencies 
as well as work by expert third parties that help to determine the status and trends in water 
quality and the health of fishery habitats. Water quality monitoring in the estuary should be 
expanded to include chlorophyll-a, nutrients, and other pollutant concentrations where 
important data gaps exist. The CHPP Steering Committee should review and evaluate the 
adequacy of monitoring program at least once annually and transmit its findings to the public 
and state leadership. 

(c) Ask the Albemarle-Pamlico National Estuary Partnership, and other federal, state, or local, and 
non-profit organizations and the public to provide information during the early stages of the 
EMC’s Triennial Review process about any water quality-related declines in fishery habitats they 
have documented. 

(d) To minimize the need for future mandates for regulatory actions under the Clean Water Act, 
encourage timely use of non-regulatory actions (such as those identified in these 
recommendations) to address water quality impairments that degrade coastal fishery habitats. 
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APPENDIX B. PUBLIC COMMENT 
A public comment period on the draft plan occurred from September 21 to October 21, 2021. 
Comments were received at five MFC Advisory Committee (AC) meetings held virtually in October, an 
online survey, and mailed and emailed comments.  

2021 CHPP Advisory Committee Input 

All five advisory committees voiced support for the CHPP document verbally and in motions that passed 
unanimously (Table 1). Refer to the MFC AC meeting memos for more details of each meeting. The 
Southern, Finfish, Shellfish/Crustacean, and Habitat and Water Quality ACs passed identical motions. 
The Northern AC was similar, but requested additions in the “Wastewater Infrastructure Solutions for 
Water Quality Improvement” issue paper to address concerns regarding septic tank systems. The 
Northern and Finfish ACs each made an additional motion.  

The identical motion made at the four committees states that they support the draft CHPP, along with 
the inclusion to explore the formation of a public/private partnership.  

There was strong support for a public/private partnership at all the AC meetings and from the public. It 
was noted that adding a public/private partnership would be beneficial due to increased collaboration 
and resources to implement CHPP recommendations, and increased public awareness and support. The 
public and private partners would be able advocate for action with the General Assembly and others and 
broaden funding opportunities for implementation.  

Table B.1. Motions from the October 2021 Marine Fisheries Commission (MFC) standing and regional 
advisory committee meetings. 

Advisory 
Committee Motion 

Southern, 
Finfish, 
Shellfish/ 
Crustacean, 
Habitat and 
Water Quality 

The AC supports the intent of the 2021 draft Amendment to the CHPP and the 
inclusion within the plan of the stakeholder recommendations to explore including 
the formation of a public/private partnership with stakeholders to seek state, federal 
and private funding to support the plans recommended actions and stakeholder 
recommendations.    

Northern 
The AC accepts the recommendations of the 2021 CHPP with additions to the 
Wastewater Infrastructure Solutions for Water Quality Improvement Issue Paper 
relative to concerns about septic systems and infrastructure.   

Northern 

The AC recommends inclusion of a recommended action in the Protection and 
Restoration of Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) through Water Quality 
Improvements Issue Paper to address and reduce nitrogen loading to the 
atmosphere from livestock waste lagoons, which is a significant source of nitrogen 
input to our coastal waters. 

Finfish 
The document should include that they work with Division of Soil and Water 
Conservation to introduce vegetative buffer zones on farmland and livestock 
operations in the coastal region and near river water ways. 

 

All the advisory committees voiced concern over water quality, frustration that more has not been done 
regarding degrading water quality and expressed a sense of urgency to take action.  
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The Southern AC discussed the impact that intense development is having on runoff, flooding, and water 
quality. They discussed that development is continuing where existing stormwater measures were not 
being enforced to prevent problems. There was support for establishing nutrient criteria to protect and 
restore SAV, and to conduct habitat monitoring to quantify the link between land use and water quality. 
Two members of the public commented, mentioning concern with wastewater entering coastal waters, 
runoff, and that climate change would exasperate those issues. They said there was a need for more low 
impact development, using wetlands in nature-based solutions, and establishing a public-private 
partnership.  

The Northern and Finfish ACs agreed with the emphasis on SAV and wetlands protection and 
restoration. There was discussion about creating areas to retain runoff and allow nutrients to settle. 
Landowners could possibly be paid an incentive to set land aside for this, or farmers could be given 
carbon credits for letting land convert back to wetlands. Both committees mentioned that lack of 
vegetated buffers around farms and animal operations, and that large-scale clearing of wetlands for 
forestry were major contributors to water quality degradation that need to be addressed. The Northern 
AC also noted concern that air deposition of nutrients from animal operations were contributing to 
nutrient increases and should be addressed. Both committees agreed that failing wastewater 
infrastructure, as well as septic tank systems, contribute to eutrophication and that more information be 
added into the CHPP to address septic tanks. Septic tank concerns were especially concerning due to 
rising sea level and low coastal elevations.  

The Habitat and Water Quality AC also brought up concerns over agriculture and wanted more action 
through the CHPP that address agriculture impacts. They said it was important to get the Department of 
Agriculture involved into the process at a high level. Several members provided additional information 
regarding trends of high salinity SAV becoming patchier, and the connection of flow conditions to water 
quality was suggested to be added to the plan. Another member suggested the benefit of changing the 
permit process so that when a waterfront property owner wants a dock or other water-dependent 
permit, they should be responsible for offsetting the impact by adding a positive environmental project, 
such as a living shoreline.  

A total of 12 members of the public spoke at the five AC meetings. There were many concerns and 
suggestions related to water quality, including support for addressing wastewater infrastructure; 
addressing runoff and flooding through low impact development (LID) and nature-based solutions; and 
the need for clean water and therefore support for developing water quality standards to sustain SAV. It 
was also pointed out that clean water is essential for the coastal economy, particularly for shellfish 
mariculture. Other concerns included emerging contaminants and plastic in wastewater effluent, 
impacts to wetlands from debris, bulkheads, logging for the wood pellet industry, and the need for 
additional outreach to the public. Several mentioned support for formation of a public/private 
partnership and a member of the NC Oyster Steering Committee said the group is willing to collaborate 
on the CHPP initiative. One person spoke on behalf of the NC Water Quality Association about the SAV 
Issue Paper. While supportive of protecting SAV and developing water clarity criteria, he provided 
several specific comments on the approach and did not support development of nutrient criteria.  

2021 CHPP Public Comment Survey Summary 

The draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) Amendment Public Comment survey garnered 
responses from 93 individuals. Almost all of the survey participants lived in North Carolina (88, 95%) 
with a few from other states including Virginia (3, 3%), South Carolina (1, 1%), and Michigan (1, 1%). The 
North Carolina residents hailed from 28 different counties including New Hanover (16%), Wake (15%), 
Carteret (13%), Dare (12%), Mecklenburg (6%), Brunswick (5%), Pender (3%), Onslow (3%), Durham 



Appendix B. Public Comment 
 

 

  257 
 

(2%), Watauga (2%), Pitt (2%), Craven (2%), Pamlico (3%), and 17% from other counties (Figure B.1). 
More than 75% of the survey participants expressed an above average knowledge of coastal fish 
habitats and water quality management with less than 5% expressing no knowledge. Of the survey 
participants 90% are very concerned about coastal habitats and water quality (Figures B.2). The survey 
participants represented a wide variety of user groups with the highest number of participants 
identifying with the following user groups: nature enthusiast (e.g., boating, swimming, beach going, 
birding) (28%), recreational fishing or associated businesses (17%), coastal resident (not waterfront) 
(12%), non-coastal resident (10%), and coastal waterfront property owner (9%), scientist/researcher 
(4%), tourism industry (3%), construction of real estate industry (12%), commercial fishing or associated 
businesses (2%), along with several others (Figure B.4). 

 
Figure B.1. The home county of the North Carolina residents that participated in the draft 2021 Coastal 
Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) Amendment Public Comment survey. 

 
Figure B.2. Level of concern with coastal habitats and water quality of the participants of the draft 2021 
Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) Amendment Public Comment survey. 
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Figure B.3. User groups of the participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) 
Amendment Public Comment survey. Note participants could select multiple user groups. So the total is 
not representative of the number of participants. 

Regarding the “Protection and Restoration of Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) through Water 
Quality Improvements” issue paper, over 80% of survey participants strongly agreed with the 
implementation of nutrient targets/standards (i.e., rules) to improve water quality for SAV, and that 
state funding should be provided to implement the recommended actions to protect and restore SAV to 
its documented former extent in acreage. Over 75% of survey participants strongly agreed with 
implementing a coastwide SAV mapping and monitoring program to determine if management changes 
are effective. Additionally, over 90% of survey participants strongly agreed that nature-based best 
management practices (e.g., rain gardens, living shorelines, infiltration basins) and low impact 
development should be used to a greater extent to reduce runoff associated with development and 
agriculture was also strongly supported (Figure B.4). 
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Figure B.4. Responses about “Protection and Restoration of Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) 
through Water Quality Improvements” issue paper by the participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat 
Protection Plan (CHPP) Amendment Public Comment survey. 

When asked about the “Protection and Restoration of Wetlands through Nature-based Solutions” issue 
paper, over 75% of survey participants strongly agreed that obtaining accurate maps of wetland habitat 
are needed to evaluate status and determine if and where restoration and protection efforts are 
needed, and would be willing to voluntarily use nature-based solutions on owned property to reduce 
stormwater runoff. Over 90% of the survey participants strongly agreed restoring wetland hydrology and 
conserving land for marsh migration should be done to increase coastal community resilience (e.g., 
reduced flooding, improved water quality, improved fisheries), while about 70% strongly agreed that 
oyster harvest should be prevented from living shorelines that rely on oysters to maintain the integrity 
of the shoreline stabilization structure (Figure B.5). 
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Figure B.5. Responses about “Protection and Restoration of Wetlands through Nature-based Solutions” 
issue paper by participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) Amendment Public 
Comment survey about “Protection and Restoration of Wetlands through Nature-based Solutions”. 

For the “Environmental Rule Compliance and Enforcement to Protect Coastal Habitats” issue paper, 
almost 90% of survey participants strongly agreed that adhering to environmental rules can prevent 
habitat and water quality degradation (e.g., following rules on wetland clearing limits, maintaining 
required sediment and erosion control measures, properly constructing and maintaining stormwater 
management measures), and increasing staffing and funding to better enforce existing environmental 
rules to improve compliance. Almost 95% of survey participants said they would report a potential 
environmental rule compliance violation if they knew how to report it, but just a little over 60% 
agreed/strongly agreed that they would be interested in attending a workshop to learn about rules 
related to land disturbing activities affecting wetlands and water quality identifying violations (Figures 
B.6). 
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Figure B.6. Responses about the “Environmental Rule Compliance and Enforcement to Protect Coastal 
Habitats” issue paper by participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) 
Amendment Public Comment survey. 

Regarding the “Wastewater Infrastructure Solutions for Water Quality Improvement” issue paper, about 
56% of survey participants said they have seen or been affected by a sanitary sewer spill caused by 
failing wastewater infrastructure (i.e., swimming closures, shellfish closure, unpleasant sights and 
smells) while over 10% were unsure (Figure B.7). Almost 90% of survey participants strongly agreed that 
additional priority to maintain and repair wastewater infrastructure projects should be given to projects 
that would protect sensitive estuarine waters, such as nursery areas and open shellfish harvest waters, 
and about 75% strongly agreed that to avoid sewer spills, additional maintenance requirements should 
be required for smaller wastewater collection systems (e.g., 100-200,000 GPD) that are currently 
exempt (Figure B.8). 
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Figure B.7. Response to the “Wastewater Infrastructure Solutions for Water Quality Improvement” issue 
paper question of whether participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) 
Amendment Public Comment survey have seen or been affected by a sanitary sewer spill caused by 
failing wastewater infrastructure (i.e., swimming closures, shellfish closure, unpleasant sights and 
smells). 

 

 
Figure B.8. Responses about the “Wastewater Infrastructure Solutions for Water Quality Improvement” 
issue paper by participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) Amendment Public 
Comment survey. 
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When asked about the “Coastal Habitat Mapping and Monitoring to Assess Status and Trends” issue 
paper, almost 85% of survey participants strongly agreed that assessing the status and trends of our 
coastal habitats is important for informing habitat protection, restoration, and management decisions. 
However, only about 65% strongly agreed that the development of a public document to communicate 
the status, trends, and ecosystem condition of NC’s coastal habitats would be a valuable outreach tool 
for the public (Figure B.9). When looking at the ranking of coastal habitats by importance to map and 
monitor to assess their condition, survey participants ranked wetlands (52%), water column (35%), and 
SAV (32%) the highest priority (Figure B.10). 

 
Figure B.9. Responses about the “Coastal Habitat Mapping and Monitoring to Assess Status and Trends” 
issue paper by participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) Amendment Public 
Comment survey. 
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Figure B.10. Responses about the “Coastal Habitat Mapping and Monitoring to Assess Status and 
Trends” issue paper by participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) 
Amendment Public Comment survey to rank the coastal habitats by importance to map and monitor to 
assess their condition. 

When asked to rank the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) Amendment issue papers, 
survey participants ranked the “Wetland Protection and Restoration through Nature-Based Solutions” 
the highest priority (43%) followed by “Environmental Rule Compliance to Protect Coastal Habitats” 
(33%), “Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Protection and Restoration through Water Quality 
Improvements” (29%), and “Wastewater Infrastructure Solutions for Water Quality Improvement” 
(25%). The “Coastal Habitat Mapping and Monitoring to Assess Status and Trends” was ranked the 
lowest priority (20%) (Figure B.11). 
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Figure B.13.  Responses by participants of the draft 2021 Coastal Habitat Protection Plan (CHPP) 
Amendment Public Comment survey to rank the issue papers by importance of implementation. 
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• No discussion on the role of forage species as critical habitat components and the importance of 

protecting them (4) 
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• Support a public/private partnership (3) 
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• Concerned about lack of enforcement (1) 
• Concerned about marina pollution (1) 
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• Concerned about GenX and emerging contaminants (1) 
• Concerned about recreational boat traffic causing sedimentation 
• Does not support the CHPP (1) 
• Concerned about dredging impacts (1) 
• Does not support education (1) 
• Concerned about funding (1) 

Note: Several comments addressed multiple topics. So, the total is not representative of the number of 
participants that provided comment. 

2021 CHPP Public Comment Submitted letters 

The DEQ received two petitions in strong support of the CHPP amendment and implementation of the 
recommended actions. NC Audubon submitted 461 signatures, and NC Conservation Network had 796 
signatures, from NC residents.    

The Department also received 40 letters through email on the CHPP amendment. The majority of the 
letters (33) were highly supportive of the recommended actions in the plan, while the others supported 
the CHPP intent but requested changes, or just focused on changes. The organizations that submitted 
public comment included: 

• APNEP Leadership Council 
• Chowan Edenton Environmental Group 
• Coastal Carolina Riverwatch 
• Creation Justice Ministries 
• Environmental Defense Fund 
• Lower Neuse Basin Association 
• NC Audubon 
• NC Beach, Inlet and Waterways 

Association 
• NC Catch 
• NC Coastal Conservation Association 
• NC Coastal Federation 

• NC Conservation Network 
• NC Council of Churches 
• NC Farm Bureau 
• NC Fisheries Association 
• NC Water Quality Association 
• Pew Charitable Trusts 
• Restoration Systems, LLC 
• Southern Environmental Law Center, on 

behalf of NC Wildlife Federation, Sound 
Rivers, Neuse and Tar-Pamlico 
Riverkeepers 

 
Seventeen letters specifically mentioned supporting a public-private partnership and inclusion of the 
other recommendations in the Water Quality Stakeholder Report in the CHPP. Eight expressed wanting 
bottom disturbing gear addressed in the CHPP. Three letters were opposed to regulatory measures to 
reduce nutrient loading, but supported voluntary approaches. Several other letters supported the plan 
but suggested new or revised recommended actions.  

Comments submitted by the NC Water Quality Association said that they agreed with the need to 
protect and restore SAV, however they did not support establishment of nutrient criteria that were 
regulatory. The NC Farm Bureau agreed with comments submitted by NC Water Quality Association. 
Additionally, they asked for several changes to the recommended actions in the SAV Protection and 
Restoration through Water Quality Issue Paper (SAV IP), including recommendations be added to 
request increasing funding for the state cost-share programs administered by the NC Division of Soil and 
Water Conservation and for continued state funding of the state match for the Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program. The Lower Neuse Basin Association said they supported the voluntary actions 
included in the Water Quality Stakeholder Report, but did not support establishing standards for 
chlorophyll a, nitrogen, or phosphorus. The NC Coastal Conservation Association (CCA) supports the 
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CHPP, but considered it incomplete because the SAV IP did not adequately address bottom disturbing 
fishing gear as a source of turbidity.  

The Pew Charitable Trusts was supportive of the CHPP, noting overlapping priorities with their 
organization. They strongly support forming a public/private partnership to increase stakeholder 
involvement and asked DEQ to spearhead a meeting to determine how to best do this. They provided 
wording changes to some of the recommended actions in the SAV and wetland issue papers. The NC 
Coastal Federation also strongly supported the CHPP amendment, including recommendations from the 
Water Quality stakeholder group. They expressed the importance of focusing on reducing nutrients 
entering coastal waters quickly, particularly from runoff and to direct financial assistance for cost-share 
and other management programs effectively to nutrient-impaired coastal waters.  

For more details, all submitted letters from organizations and individuals are included in Appendix C.   
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